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Rosa Hernandez-Perez, a native and citizen of El Salvador, petitions for
review of the Board of Immigration Appeals’ (“BIA”) dismissal of her appeal from

an immigration judge’s denial of her motion to reopen deportation proceedings
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held in absentia. We review the denial of a motion to reopen for abuse of
discretion. Celis-Castellano v. Ashcroft, 298 F.3d 888, 890 (9th Cir. 2002). We
deny the petition for review.

The BIA did not abuse its discretion in rejecting Hernandez-Perez’s claim
that she did not receive notice of her hearing because the record demonstrates that
the Immigration and Naturalization Service (“INS”) personally served Hernandez-
Perez with an Order to Show Cause (“OSC”) that set forth the time, place and
location of the deportation hearing in English and Spanish, and that an INS officer
read the OSC to Hernandez-Perez in Spanish. See 8 U.S.C. § 1252b(a)(2)-(3)
(repealed 1996).

Furthermore, the BIA properly determined that Hernandez-Perez’s motion to
reopen to apply for asylum, relief under the Convention Against Torture and
adjustment of status was untimely because it was filed more than nine years after
she was ordered removed in absentia, and she failed to demonstrate eligibility for
any exception to the time limitations. See 8 C.F.R. § 1003.2(c)(2)-(3);

8 C.F.R. §1208.18(b)(2).
Hernandez-Perez’s remaining contentions lack merit.

PETITION FOR REVIEW DENIED.



